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2a)El Tfiis action is FINAL. 2b)n This action is non-final. 

3) n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 21 3. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) S Claim(s) 8-14 is/are pending in the application. 
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5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) S Claim(s) 8-14 is/are rejected. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . Claims 8- 1 4 are currently pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 8/20/2007 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. With respect to claim 8, the applicant argues that because Gelvin discloses an IP 
router that can route messages between three networks Gelvin does not show a gateway that 
routes messages between only two subnets. In response to the argument the Examiner points out 
that should one of the networks supported by Gelvin be omitted, Gelvin would anticipate the 
claim. MPEP section 2144.04 (II) states that the omission of an element and its ftinction is 
obvious if the function of the element is not desired. In the instant case if one of the networks 
taught by Gelvin is not needed, then it would not be desired and thus obvious to omit. 

3. The applicant argues further with respect to claim 8 that, "Because the modular software 
gateway only route information between only two subnets, three software gateway modules are 
necessary to combine three networks. The 'Gelvin' reference does not refer to three software 
gateways." It is unclear exactly what the applicant is arguing here. The claims do not require 
three software gateways so it is not clear why the applicant is making an allegation that Gelvin 
does not teach three software gateways. Gevlin teaches an IP router that performs gateway 
fimctions by converting between various protocols. The router in Gelvin has software drivers for 
performing these conversions. The software drivers taught by Gelvin are considered "at least 
one modular software gateway". 
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4. Finally, with respect to claim 14, the applicant argues that, "nothing in the Gelvin 
reference discloses that he IP Router 502 is equivalent to gateway 302". It is unclear how this 
argument relates to claim 14 but regardless, Gelvin discloses that the IP router 502 is resident on 
the gateway (page 1 3, lines 28-29). The only gateway referred to previously in Gelvin is 
gateway 302. Therefore the gateway 302 reads on the claimed gateway unit and the IP router 
502 reads on the "at least one modular gateway" included on the gateway unit. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C, 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 8-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being impatentable over Intemational 
Publication Number WO 01/26337 by Gelvin et al. 

7. As to claim 8, Gelvin teaches a device for connecting subnets in a vehicle (page 12, lines 
13-22 and page 14, lines 12-16), comprising: a gateway unit configured to connect at least two 
subsystems (See Figure 3), wherein the gateway unit is made of at least one modular software 
gateway (page 14, lines 17-23), which routes messages between precisely two subnets (page 13, 
lines 27-30 and Figure 5, the IP Router 502 can route messages between precisely subnetworks 
504 and 506, 506 and 508, or 504 and 508); however Gelvin does not explicitly teach routing 
messages between only two subnetworks. 
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8. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the Computer Networking art at the 
time of the invention to combine the teachings of Gevlin regarding routing messages between 
multiple networks with the idea of routing messages between only two subnets because MPEP 
section 2144.04 (II) states that the omission of an element and its function is obvious if the 
function of the element is not desired. In the instant case if one of the networks taught by Gelvin 
is not needed, then it would not be desired and thus obvious to omit. 

9. As to claim 9, Gelvin teaches the device as recited in claim 8, wherein at least three 
subnets are connected to the gateway unit (Figure 5), the gateway unit including a plurality of 
modular software gateways, each of the modular software gateways routing messages between 
precisely two subsystems (IP Router 502 has IEEE 1394, Ethemet, and IDB-C drivers illustrated 
as link interfaces in Figure 7). 

10. As to claim 10, Gelvin teaches the device as recited in claim 8, further comprising: 
bus-specific receiving objects configured to relay incoming messages to selected software 
gateways, the bus-specific receiving objects being provided for each subnet (IP Router 502 has 
IEEE 1 394, Ethemet, and IDB-C drivers). 

11. As to claim 1 1 , Gevlin teaches the device as recited in claim 10, wherein the receiving 
objects include routing tables in which a treatment of incoming messages is configured (Routing 
tables are inherent to Router 502). 

12. As to claim 12, Gelvin teaches the device as recited in claim 8, further comprising: 
bus-specific transmitting objects configured to monitor access to a particular bus, for each subnet 
(IP Router 502 has IEEE 1394, Ethemet, and IDB-C drivers. Page 18, lines 1 1-20 discusses how 
the link interfaces manage access to the physical layer). 
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13. As to claim 13, Gelvin teaches the device as recited in claim 8, wherein the modular 
software gateway is configured to buffer incoming messages and perform protocol-specific 
adaptations (page 18, lines 1 1-20 and Figure 7). 

14. As to claim 14, Gelvin teaches a device for connecting subnets in a vehicle comprising: 
a gateway unit configured to connect at least two subsystems (See Figure 3), the gateway unit 
being integrated in a control unit having an application system and being provided in one layer of 
a communication system of the vehicle (page 12, Hnes 13-22 and page 14, lines 12-16), the 
gateway unit including at least one modular logical gateway (IP Router 502 has IEEE 1394, 
Ethernet, and IDB-C drivers illustrated as link interfaces in Figure 7), the logical gateway 
connecting exactly two subsystems (Figure 3); however Gelvin does not explicitly teach routing 
messages between only two subnetworks. 

15. It would have been obvious to only route messages between two subnets for the reasons 
discussed in the rejection of claim 8. 

Conclusion 

16. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS fi-om the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
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will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR LI 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

1 7. Any inquiry conceming this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Douglas B. Blair whose telephone number is (571) 272-3893. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00am-5 :30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew Caldwell can be reached on (571) 272-3868. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Douglas Blair 




ANDREW CALDWELL 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



